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Summary
This paper considers the emergence of antiquity collections in renaissance Rome against
the backdrop ofmedieval traditions of spoliation. It analyses in particular the contributions
of Salvatore Settis and Kathleen Wren Christian to our understanding of the political and
social functions of collections, and their relations to earlier forms of display. The paper also
examines the connections between renaissance collections and wider concerns about the
preservation of the ancient city, the display of Christian antiquities, and other collections
elsewhere on the Italian peninsula.
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tian antiquities.
Dieser Aufsatz behandelt die Entstehung von Antikensammlungen im Rom der Renais-
sancezeit vor dem Hintergrund der mittelalterlichen Tradition der Spoliierung. Insbeson-
dere wird untersucht, was Salvatore Settis und Kathleen Wren Christian zu unserem Ver-
ständnis der politischen und sozialen Funktion von Sammlungen und ihrer Beziehung zu
früheren Präsentationsformen beigetragen haben. Der Aufsatz verbindet die Untersuchung
der Renaissance-Sammlungen mit umfangreicheren Betrachtungen über die Bewahrung
der Altstadt, die Präsentation christlicher Altertümer und anderer Sammlungen der italie-
nischen Halbinsel.
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christliche Altertümer.
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The century followingNicholas V’s ǟǢǢǥ election to the papacy and the subsequent con-
solidation of papal power witnessed vast changes in attitudes to the material remains of
antiquity. As a range of ﬁgures in Rome – from popes and sculptors to antiquities deal-
ers and construction workers – tried to get hold of pagan relics, practices of excavation,
protection, and representation shifted and evolved. The widespread emergence of an-
tiquity collections is one of the best-documented of these phenomena. Various men
took ancient objects – coins, inscriptions on stone and bronze, and sculptures of vari-
ous types – and displayed them in their houses, palaces, and suburban villas. By the later
sixteenth century, these collections had become a celebrated feature of the Roman land-
scape, recommended alongside Christian sites and ancient structures to tourists from
the north.
How shouldwe explain the emergence of these collections? For themost part, schol-
ars have beenmore interested in the collections’ status as forerunners of themodernmu-
seum than in the genesis of the collections themselves. Insofar as they have addressed
the question, they have seen collections as a natural consequence of the renaissance ven-
eration for classical antiquity, as a result of high renaissance artists’ need to have classical
models to imitate (this on the model of Lorenzo de’ Medici’s Florentine ‘accademia’ re-
counted by Vasari), or as a response to papal authority and initiative (in such a narrative
the Capitoline antiquities that Pope Sixtus IV bestowed on the city of Rome in ǟǢǥǟ,
and the papal collection of the Belvedere installed by Julius II in the ﬁrst decade of the
sixteenth century ﬁgure prominently as models for others to follow).1 These assump-
tions about collections tended to divorce them from practices of spoliate construction
and medieval traditions of display at Rome.2 In the last two decades or so, however,
the gap separating scholarship on spolia and scholarship on collections has dissolved,
thanks to the work of two scholars in particular, Salvatore Settis and Kathleen Wren
Christian. In what follows I take their exemplary research and presentation of a wide
body of material as the basis for my discussion, focusing on stone antiquities’ display
1 For the ﬁrst, see e.g. Weiss ǟǧǦǦ. Vasari ǟǧǥǧ, ii.ǦǣǦ
comments as follows: “This [Lorenzo’s] garden was
in such wise ﬁlled with the best ancient statuary...
And all these works, in addition to the magniﬁ-
cence and adornment that they conferred on that
garden, were as a school or academy for the young
painters and sculptors, as well as for all others who
were studying the arts of design...” On the garden,
see Elam ǟǧǧǠ and Pommier ǠǞǞǟ. As well as not
being necessarily applicable to what was happening
in Rome, Vasari’s picture of the garden is likely to
have been shaped by his own later experience as an
artist and student of ancient sculpture. On the Capi-
toline donation, see Buddensieg ǟǧǦǡ and Christian
ǠǞǟǞ, ǟǞǡ–ǟǟǡ, with previous bibliography; and for
the Belvedere, Brummer ǟǧǥǞ.
2 Most scholarship on spolia at Rome focuses on late
antiquity and the medieval period; exceptions that
look at the sixteenth century tend to focus on eccle-
siastical architecture: see especially Satzinger ǟǧǧǤ;
Bosman ǠǞǞǢ, and the contributions of Bernhard
Fritsch, Hermann Schlimme, and Christine Pap-
pelau in this volume.
ǡǦǠ
̢̖̟̝ ̣̠̟̜̙̑ ̤̟ ̟̜̜̤̙̟̞̣̓̓̕ ̙̞ ̤̘̕ ̢̟̝̞̑ ̢̞̙̣̣̞̑̑̓̕̕
as a means to understand the ways in which renaissance collections relate to previous
spoliation practices.3 I will look at the emergence of collections in Rome and changes
in their appearance, focusing particularly on the collections of private citizens (this will
offer some context for the Capitoline and papal collections and give a better sense of
the extent of the collecting phenomenon – Sara Magister has identiﬁed at least ǟǤǣ sep-
arate Roman antiquity collectors between ǟǢǥǟ and ǟǣǞǡ).4 I will then consider how
we might build on the pictures on the relation of spolia to collections that Settis and
Christian present, by looking at other aspects of the emergence of collections in Rome,
including the relation of collecting to wider concerns about the preservation of the an-
cient city, the collection and display of antiquities in Christian contexts, and practices
of collecting and display elsewhere on the Italian peninsula.
Ǡ Collections as reuse
In a programmatic article of ǟǧǧǡ, Des ruines au musée: La destinée de la sculpture clas-
sique, Salvatore Settis proclaimed that the “collection est une nouvelle forme de réem-
ploi”.5 Traditionally, scholars had been most interested in sixteenth-century collections
as repositories for individual archaeological ﬁnds, and they focused on the fate of those
pieces rather than examining the position of individual pieces in relation to the whole.6
Settis, though, showed that the collection should be connected to spoliate construction;
it is a new type of reuse only because it places antiquities in specially-designed display
spaces that demonstrate the distance between the present and the classical past, whereas
previously the display of antiquities within new structures had laid claim to a link with
the authority of antiquity.7 The shift from one mode to another was not simple, how-
ever. As Settis went on to argue in a subsequent essay,
… the process bywhich ancient sculptures changed their status in the transition
from ruins to collections ... was both much slower than we usually think and
much more dramatic, prompted less by aesthetic admiration than by political
expediency. The artistic value of ancient sculpture became an important factor
3 In addition to Settis and Christian, see the very use-
ful overviews of Franzoni ǟǧǦǢ and Franzoni ǠǞǞǟ
on changes in the spaces used to show antiquities.
The three-volume collection Memoria dell’antico
nell’arte Italiana, edited by Settis ǟǧǦǢ–ǟǧǦǤ, inau-
gurated much of the current work reconsidering the
places and display of antiquities.
4 See Magister ǟǧǧǦ and Magister ǠǞǞǟ for an invalu-
able catalog. Cavallaro ǠǞǞǥ includes a number of
important studies.
5 Settis ǟǧǧǡ, ǟǡǤǧ; see also Settis ǠǞǞǟ, ǡǠ–ǡǡ.
6 E.g. Hülsen ǟǧǟǥ. The mass of material in Lan-
ciani’s Storia degli scavi (Lanciani ǟǧǦǧ–ǠǞǞǠ) can be
interpreted in various contexts, though Lanciani’s
primary concern was the history of excavation in
Rome.
7 Settis ǠǞǞǟ, building on the model of Settis ǟǧǦǤ.
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only after connotations of prestige were added to it through its purposeful reuse
in a number of contexts whose signiﬁcance was usually determined by power
rather than by taste.8
The process of displacement therefore served initially to enhance the political status and
standing of the new owner; collections should be seen in their political and cultural
roles. Building on Settis, we can see that the sense of distance from the past did not
emerge in a straightforward way; in order to enhance their status, renaissance ﬁgures
often used spoliate construction to stress their linkswith, rather than their removal from,
the classical past.9
In a number of precise studies of individual Roman collections, and now in a book,
Kathleen Wren Christian has conﬁrmed Settis’s basic picture, while adding important
detail and nuance to it. Christian directly identiﬁes the late ﬁfteenth and early sixteenth
centuries as the “transitional period” in the “shift in the status of antique images ...
from building materials to collectable art objects.”10 Very broadly speaking, she shows
how collectors in this period expanded the range of objects that they collected, from
coins to inscriptions to ﬁgural sculpture. Their backgrounds changed, too: ecclesias-
tical dignitaries gradually replaced indigenous Romans. Like Settis, Christian empha-
sizes the contingency and variety of this process. Collectors used antiquities to enhance
their prestige in a variety of ways: as a means to demonstrate their magniﬁcence, their
liberality, and eventually their appreciation of beauty; but also to show their commit-
ment to the development of the city; to emphasize their connections with antiquity,
and therefore their established presence in Rome; and more speciﬁcally, as a means of
connecting themselves with a pre-imperial (and so pre-papal) republican past, remind-
ing viewers of their potential political power. Thus for Christian, a collection could be
“an active agent of cultural change”, and more concretely a means for ambitious ﬁgures
in Rome to promote themselves and establish roots.11 Both Settis and Christian show
that late ﬁfteenth- and early sixteenth-century collectors explored a variety of sites for the
“purposeful reuse” of their “art objects”, including the street façades of their residences,
but also the semi-public courtyards of their palaces, private studies and libraries, and,
eventually, purpose-built sites, including pleasure gardens whose major function was to
highlight antiquities. As we shall see, in comparison with the medieval period, we are
well-informed about the political and social purpose and reception of these new sites.
8 Settis ǠǞǞǦ, ǟǢ.
9 See Koortbojian ǠǞǟǟ, ǟǤǡ, who argues from three
ﬁfteenth- and sixteenth-century case studies pre-
cisely that “the use of spolia was intertwined with
a conspicuous and deliberate attempt to negate the
great gulf of time that lay between now and then.”
10 Christian ǠǞǟǞ, Ǡ.
11 Christian ǠǞǟǞ, Ǣ; she cites the work of Paula Find-
len as a particularly important inﬂuence on this ar-
gument.
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ǡ Antiquities from façade to courtyard
By ǟǢǣǞ antiquities had long been used in the façades of buildings to advertise their
owners’ distinction. The most famous example was that of the twelfth-century Casa dei
Crescenzi, where an inscription, visible today, even attested to the civic commitment of
its owner, asserting his desire to “renew the ancient splendor of Rome.”12 By the time
Manuel Chrysoloras visited Rome at the beginning of the ﬁfteenth century, he could
comment that “Here the streets are full of … statues, images of the ancient heroes cover
... the walls of houses ... walking through the city, one’s eyes are drawn from one work
to another”13, and even if he overstated his case, it seems clear that he was referring to a
common phenomenon. Private citizens of the second half of the century continued the
trend. Lorenzo Manlio, for example, a successful apothecary, built ancient inscriptions
and bas-reliefs, including one with the portrait of a freedman (Manlio could have rec-
ognized in an ancient freedman a ﬁgure of equivalent status to his own), into the façade
of his new house (Fig. ǟ).14 A huge, classicizing inscription began with the assertion
that ‘Rome is being reborn in her former guise’ (‘Urbe Roma in pristinam forma[m]
[r]enascente’). Like the Crescenzi, therefore, Manlio placed his decision to display an-
tiquities on the outside of his new house within a wider civic project of the renewal of
classical Rome. The rest of the inscription complicated that position, however. It was
dated from the founding of the city (ǠǠǠǧ ‘ab urbe condita’ rather than AD ǟǢǥǤ), and
connected Manlio with ‘the Manlius name’. Manlius could refer either to an ancient
Roman general who defended Rome in ǡǧǞ BCE, or to a rather less prominent Manlius
Homullus celebrated in one of the inscriptions immured in the façade.15 With these
details, then, the newly-prominent Manlio presented himself as having deep roots in
the city and asserted a continuity between his own time and classical antiquity; if this
was a renaissance, it did not follow a clean break with the past.16
Manlio’s house, with its inscription, helps us understand other, less explicit façades.
Like Manlio, some families included inscriptions referring to Roman individuals bear-
ing similar names to their own. The De’Rossi, for example, showed an inscription fea-
turing a Roscius.17 Others created more pointed displays. In ǟǢǣǥ Andrea Santacroce
included a fragment of the consular Fasti (an inscribed list of Roman magistracies) fea-
turing P. Valerius Publicola on the façade of his house. To this he probably added a
12 Gramaccini ǟǧǧǤ, ǥǧ–ǦǞ; for the inscription, Lans-
ford ǠǞǞǧ, ǟǤǢ–ǟǤǣ: “Rome veterem renovare
decorem.”
13 Translation of Smith ǟǧǧǠ, ǠǞǠ, from Manuel
Chrysoloras, Comparison of Old and New Rome.
14 Tucci ǠǞǞǟ; Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǥǢ–ǥǤ, and ǥǦ on
freedmen.
15 The inscription was CIL VI.ǟǟǟǢǠ; Tucci ǠǞǞǟ, ǠǞǡ–
ǠǞǢ.
16 Koortbojian ǠǞǟǟ, ǟǣǢ–ǟǣǤ.
17 CIL VI.ǠǣǢǥǦ, ﬁrst recorded by Sabinus in the ǟǢǧǞs;
Mazzocchi ǟǣǠǟ, fol.ǟǢǠv–ǟǢǡr records it ‘in domo’
as opposed to two other inscriptions, not mention-




Fig. ǟ Spolia in the wall of Lorenzo Manlio’s house, with the extensive new inscription above.
togate statue which he entitled VALER PUBL CC (Valerius Publicola, consul more than
once), and a fragment of a relief showing the fasces.18 Santacroce was a prominent civic
dignitary at Rome, holding the positions ofmaestro delle strade in ǟǢǢǧ–ǟǢǣǞ and conser-
vator in ǟǢǤǤ; on a basic level, these images and textual references to Roman magistracy
seem to have been designed to convey his authority (in the façade of one of the residences
of the della Valle family, great political rivals to the Santacroce, was a ancient relief de-
scribed as showing ‘a shroudedman holding a book, with two cocks on each side’, which
seems similarly designed to convey power).19 More speciﬁcally, Andrea seems to have
decided that Valerius Publicola, one of the four Roman consuls legendarily responsible
for overthrowing the monarchy, was an ancestor of the Santacroce family. Like Manlio,
therefore, Santacroce identiﬁed his family with a known Roman Republican hero.
18 For the Santacroce, see Christian ǠǞǞǡ and Christian
ǠǞǟǞ, ǡǥǠ–ǡǥǢ. Andrea put together a manuscript
collection of inscriptions, together with a guide to
the interpretation of abbreviations in inscriptions
and legal texts, showing his expertise with this sort
of material. For the fasces see CIL VI.ǥǞ*, Mazzocchi
ǟǣǠǟ, fol. ǟǠǟr.
19 Paoluzzi ǠǞǞǥ, ǟǣǡ and ǟǥǟ, on CIL VI.ǠǠǠǟǧ. Gio-
condo recorded this ‘Sub porticu domus Philippi
de la Valle’, Sabinus ‘in vestibulo d. Andreae Vallen-
sis’. Sabinus described a ‘homo sedens supra sedem,
sub qua erat theca inter sedem et scabellum, velatus
veste a capite usque ad pedes, tenens librum utraque
manu in modum voluminis,circa quem advolant
duo galli cristati’ (later the ﬁgure was taken to the
rear of the palace: for illustration, see Boissard
ǟǣǧǥ–ǟǤǞǠ, iv.ǣǢ). The ﬁgure is now interpreted
as an augur.
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In the courtyard of his palazzo, Francesco Porcari displayed various ancient reliefs
showing pigs (porci), related to the pig that appeared in the Porcari family coat of arms.20
These spolia suggest a somewhat playful association with Roman antiquity. Giulio Por-
cari, Francesco’s son, however, went further, and added a political edge to the family’s
displays. In the courtyard, above a doorway at the head of a ﬂight of stairs, he installed
an antique cornice, and added a new inscription above, which proclaimed “I am he,
Cato Porcius, author of our progeny who, with arms and diplomacy, brought his noble
name to the lips [of all].”21 The Cato Porcius could be either the elder or the younger
Cato: both were distinguished for their upright service to the Roman republic, and the
younger in particular for his resistance to the tyranny of Caesar. Giulio Porcari’s grand-
father, Stefano Porcari, had been executed in ǟǢǣǡ for mounting a conspiracy against
Pope Nicholas V that appealed to republican ideals.22 As Christian argues, therefore,
when Giulio Porcari, like Manlio and Santacroce, chose to highlight a famous republi-
can servant of Rome, all threewere demonstrating a commitment to independence from
papal government even as they accommodated themselves to individual popes.23 In the
second half of the ﬁfteenth century, then, medieval traditions of spoliate construction
were given a contemporary political resonance, by engaging contemporary humanists’
knowledge of Roman history, Roman visual culture, and Roman inscriptions.
Considering these carefully-chosen displays, Settis asks “if we think, say, of the
patchwork of sculptures on the walls of Lorenzo Manlio’s house, can we call it a col-
lection or not?” and answers that “I leave the question open, maintaining that it is more
important to recognize in it ... a transition from reuse to collection.”24 We should not,
though, see the façades in isolation; by the later ﬁfteenth-century they advertised the
treasures that their owners kept behind the walls. These collections could include in-
scriptions, sarcophagi and reliefs, like the Porcari pigs, but increasingly, towards the
end of the century, free-standing ﬁgural statues as well. Even the relatively humble
Manlio owned statues, according to Francesco Albertini, writing in ǟǣǟǞ,25 and more
prominent civic and ecclesiastical ﬁgures developed signiﬁcant collections. Andrea San-
tacroce’s nephew, Prospero, also a conservator (in ǟǢǧǣ), added various ﬁgural statues
to the family collection, including a torso of Venus. Cardinal Giuliano della Rovere dis-
played various inscriptions in front of the complex around the Basilica dei Santi Apos-
toli, which he began to restore in the late ǟǢǥǞs; inside his palace he included a garden
courtyard, which featured two immured inscriptions, and a series of free-standing stat-
20 Modigliani ǟǧǧǢ, ǡǟǞ–ǡǟǟ, ǡǡǞ–ǡǡǟ; Christian ǠǞǟǞ,
ǡǣǢ–ǡǣǦ.
21 Minasi ǠǞǞǥ; Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǥǟ–ǥǠ and ǡǣǣ.
Modigliani ǟǧǧǢ, ǡǟǟ and ﬁgs. ǧ–ǟǞ.
22 Modigliani ǟǧǧǢ, ǢǢǣ–Ǣǥǥ.
23 Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǥǤ–ǥǥ. On the place of antiquity in
the resistance of the Roman nobility to papal con-
trol more generally, see e.g. Miglio ǠǞǞǡ.
24 Settis ǠǞǞǦ, ǠǢ.
25 Albertini ǟǣǟǞ, QǠv.
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ues with a giant porphyry vase in the middle.26 Della Rovere, in fact, probably created
his courtyard in response to the earlier example of Prospero Colonna, who had created
an enclosed space to display ancient statues as a backdrop for elite gatherings very close
to where della Rovere was building.27 By the end of the century this model was in-
creasingly common. When della Rovere was elected pope, as Julius II in ǟǣǞǡ, it is not
surprising that he soon turned his attention to creating a purpose-built statue court, the
Belvedere, for his new Vatican palace.28
Ostensibly, these spaces lacked the political thrust of pointed façade-displays. When
Cardinal Cesarini placed an inscription at the entrance to his collection, he announced
that it was to provide “honesta voluptas” for his contemporaries, and one observer called
the Belvedere a viridarium, the term used by Roman writers for a garden for relaxation.29
The collections were withdrawn from the business of the public street, except on spe-
cial occasions.30 A visitor to Rome fromMilan in ǟǢǧǞ, Giovanni da Tolentino, reported
that he was accosted outside the della Valle residences by “a certain Roman citizen”, who
asked “What if you were to come across works in a private house probably not inferior to
those you have seen in public?” before presenting the courtyard and statuary that it con-
tained.31 The house was not entirely private, but the contemplation of the works that it
contained – and hence the pleasure that they could provide – was at the behest of their
owner. The ǟǢǥǟ donation of Sixtus IV to create the Capitoline antiquity collection is
sometimes assumed to have paved the way for more public collections, but the evidence
suggests the opposite is true; in the two generations following Sixtus, antiquities were
increasingly moved out of public thoroughfares into private dwellings. A direct connec-
tion with ﬁgures from antiquity, such as Manlio boasted, remained a central mark of
status for Roman dwellers (there are several sixteenth-century examples of families high-
lighting inscriptions to demonstrate a connection with classical Roman families),32 but
the simple ownership of beautiful remains became an increasingly important sign of
status, too.
These courtyards did not necessarily break with earlier traditions of spoliate con-
struction. For the most part they continued to include antiquities in their new walls.
26 Magister ǠǞǞǠ, Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǡǤǦ–ǡǥǠ.
27 Magister ǠǞǞǠ, esp ǡǧǞ–ǢǠǟ for the relationship
between della Rovere and the Colonna; and for
Colonna, see Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǡǥ–Ǥǟ.
28 Della Rovere moved some statues from his collec-
tion to the new space, which would have made the
link clear to his contemporaries: for the Apollo
Belvedere, see Brown ǟǧǦǤ.
29 Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǠǧǤ; Stinger ǟǧǧǦ, ǠǥǠ.
30 For Leo X’s possesso of ǟǣǟǡ, della Valle erected
a temporary triumphal arch as a sort of display-
scaffold (and so preﬁguring Raphael’s ability to dis-
tinguish statues from structure in the Arch of Con-
stantine): see Paoluzzi ǠǞǞǥ, ǟǤǡ–ǟǤǥ, and Christian
ǠǞǞǦ, ǢǞ and ǢǦ with previous references, and for
the context of the contested Via Papalis, Cafà ǠǞǟǞ.
31 Schoﬁeld ǟǧǦǞ, ǠǣǢ–Ǡǣǣ, translated in Christian
ǠǞǞǦ, ǡǥ–ǡǦ.
32 These include the Porcari (CIL VI.ǟǦǣǠ, ﬁrst
recorded in the ǟǣǢǞs), the Massimi (CIL VI.ǟǢǞǥ,
again ﬁrst recorded in the ǟǣǢǞs), and the Cenci
(CIL VI.ǧǧǥǦ, ﬁrst recorded in the ǟǣǤǞs).
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Andrea della Valle experimented with two types of private display for his collection. In
the walls of a new courtyard for an existing palace, the Palazzo di Mezzo, the inner cor-
tile included ancient friezes in the architraves, sarcophagi appeared at ground level, and
symmetrical niches held sculptures.33 Then for a new palace, designed from scratch
in the ǟǣǠǞs, he commissioned Lorenzetto (Lorenzo Lotto) to create a sculpture gar-
den above the stables.34 Whereas the courtyard of the Palazzo di Mezzo could still be
a place for business, decorated with antiquities, the garden offered an opportunity for
inspired retreat, apparently on the model of the Belvedere. New inscriptions included
the manifesto that the garden was “For the enjoyment of life, as a retreat of grace and
elegance”,35 and suggested that it was “as a viridarium of ancient things and as an aid
to poets and painters”. Lorenzetto included four ancient columns at each corner, and,
on either side, two layers of symmetrical niches to hold statues, with reliefs below and
attic masks above immured between them. Whereas before ancient fragments featured
on the façades of houses, now they appeared within. Roman nobles increasingly com-
missioned painters – Polidoro da Caravaggio is the best known – to produce completed
all’antica relief scenes for the façades. As antiquities were admired qua antiquities in-
side their palaces, nobles wanted complete frescoes for the classical, coherent façades
that they presented to the general public.36 Della Valle included one ancient relief on
the street wall of his hidden hanging sculpture garden, an advertisement of what lay
within for the select few.37 It was also probably a knowing nod to the form of display
that his garden was replacing; similarly, when Francesco Gualdi included antiquities
facing the street in the façade of his museum in the early seventeenth century, his seems
to be a consciously anachronistic gesture.38
33 Christian ǠǞǞǦ, ǡǦ–Ǣǟ.
34 Christian ǠǞǞǦ, Ǣǟ–ǣǡ.
35 Christian ǠǞǞǦ, ǣǞ for texts and translation: “Ad
delicium vitae elegantiarum gratiarumque seces-
sum.” and “‘Antiquarum rerum viridario [for vi-
vario] pictorum poetarumque subsidio.”’
36 Note, though, that the della Valle still presented
actual statues on their façade, which was in place
by ǟǣǣǞ: see Christian ǠǞǞǦ, Ǣǣ. For the contrast
between the classicizing façade of the Palazzo Mattei
di Giove and the knowing display of spolia in the
courtyard, see Koortbojian ǠǞǟǟ, ǟǣǟ–ǟǣǡ.
37 Christian ǠǞǞǦ, ǢǠ with ﬁgs.ǟǣ and ǟǦ.
38 For the Gualdi museum, see Federici ǠǞǞǠ, esp. Ǡǥǥ
and Settis ǠǞǞǦ, Ǡǥ, and, more generally, Franzoni
ǟǧǧǟ and Franzoni and Tempesta ǟǧǧǠ. I would ar-
gue that the effect of mounting many antiquities in
the walls of later garden villas, like the Villa Medici
and Villa Borghese, was somewhat different because
they were sites for contemplation, not business; see




Ǣ Courtyard collections and the discourse of preservation
Wholly private hoarding of antiquities, however, served the interest neither of the own-
ers – whose magniﬁcence and generosity would not then be apparent – nor that of
participants in a developing debate about the ownership and preservation of Rome’s
classical treasures. Della Valle’s and Cesarini’s inscriptions made it clear that their col-
lections were not for family alone, but rather for guests and visitors, or more speciﬁcally
poets and painters, as above (Maarten van Heemskerck’s drawing of the courtyard was
adapted as a popular print).39 In addition the renaissance collections emerged at a time
when both papal and civic authorities were attempting to regulate the excavation and
export of antiquities. In this climate, owners were able to present their collections as
contributing to the preservation of ancient Rome, and hence to the glory of the con-
temporary city.
As David Karmon has recently shown, ﬁfteenth- and sixteenth-century humanists’
frequent complaints about the degeneration of the ancient city’s built environment have
obscured the fact that several deliberate attempts to preserve classical Roman structures
succeeded in this period.40 Both the papacy and civic authorities increasingly used their
powers to protect existing structures, and directed builders looking for construction
material to excavate for it, rather then to take it from visible buildings. In the course
of the ǟǣǠǞs, Karmon argues, we can see “that papal legislation [became] considerably
more speciﬁc in its efforts to preserve ancient remains”, and identify “a new interest in
locating the source of value [for the city] precisely in the age and antiquity of Rome’s
historic artifacts.”41 For collectors of antiquities, this environment had various conse-
quences. Excavations, of course, regularly turned up displayable antiquities as well as
broken stone, and collectors could justiﬁably claim that by taking these remains to their
homes, they were saving them from the kiln.42More generally, the careful display and
celebration of objects would maintain them. In his famous letter to Leo X on the Arch
of Constantine of around ǟǣǟǧ, Raphael had begged him to “ensure that ... what little
remains of this ancient mother of the glory and renown of Italy is not to be completely
destroyed and ruined by the wicked and the ignorant.”43 By this point, collectors who
39 On questions of representation and access, see Cof-
ﬁn ǟǧǦǠ; Falguières ǟǧǦǦ and Stenhouse ǠǞǞǣ. A
copy of the print of van Heemskerck’s drawing
is available at http://www.britishmuseum.org/
collectionimages/ANǞǞǟǞǧ/ANǞǞǟǞǧǞǧǣ_ǞǞǟ_l.jpg
(consulted ǥ September ǠǞǟǤ).
40 Karmon ǠǞǟǟ; see also e.g. Franceschini ǟǧǦǤ.
41 Karmon ǠǞǟǟ, ǧǥ.
42 As Fancelli notes (Fancelli ǠǞǞǣ, ǣǥ): “Spolia vuol
dire, appunto, riutilizzo, re-impiego, di certo spoli-
azione, sottrazione, talora scavo mirato allo scopo.
Ma altro era il raccogliere, quasi naturaliter, dei
brani sparsi a terra, altro la caccia al materiale nel
sottosuolo, altro ancora era, oltretutto con i pericoli
derivanti, perseguire il ﬁne previa manomissione di
un monumento ancora in piedi.”
43 Hart and Hicks ǠǞǞǤ, ǟǦǟ; see Di Teodoro ǟǧǧǢ.
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saved fragmentary remains could legitimately present themselves as already protecting
Rome’s glory.
Andrea della Valle went one step further. In a ǟǣǡǞ letter – whose main purpose,
interestingly, seems to have been to ask Cardinal della Valle to make sure that he dis-
tinguished the public road from his private property – the papal Camerlengo Agostino
Spinola referred to della Valle’s project as follows: “restoring [statues and other stones]
to their former appearance, imitating buildings collapsed through time, and refreshing
them for the new use and enjoyment of us and our descendents.”44 Della Valle certainly
restored some of the antiquities that he displayed – one of his new inscriptions stated
that the garden was “for the restoration of collapsing statues” – but the link between
imitation (imitando) and refreshment or restoration (reparando) requires more explana-
tion. Spinola seems to allude to the source of some of della Valle’s pieces. Della Valle
worked hard to gather material for his new creation, and unusually for the period paid
for deliberate excavations.45 He also looked around for material from buildings that
were still standing, including the Arcus novus on the Via Lata. This had suffered sig-
niﬁcant damage when Innocent VIII restored the church next door (Santa Maria), but
its remains were still visible in the early sixteenth century.46 Della Valle got hold of a
number of reliefs from this structure, and had them placed in structures inﬂuenced by
triumphal arches. Thus della Valle was not simply preserving them from further depre-
dation, but also recreating their ancient structure, both imitating and restoring. Alexan-
der Nagel and Christopher Wood’s recent explorations of notions of replacement and
substitution in ﬁfteenth-century artistic production are relevant here.47 If renaissance
44 The version of this letter in the Vatican archives
seems to be a draft, and resists a straightforward
translation. For the full text of the ﬁrst section
(taken from Archivio Segreto Vaticano, Divers
camer., armadio Ǡǧ vol. ǥǧ, fol.ǥǤv) see Frommel
ǟǧǥǡ, ii.ǡǡǥ: “... Laudabile tue ... propositum quod
in exornanda ampliﬁcandaque urbe roma unde
oriunda est plurimum usatur marmoreas porphi-
res easque longenj temporis subterraneas statuas
et alios lapides dignorum artiﬁcum manibus ela-
boratos historijs memoratu digna sculptos clara
maiorum gesta viviﬁcantes ad lucem restituendo
priscam ediﬁtia vetustate colapsa imitando eaque
in novum et modernum posteriumque nostrorum
usum et delectamentum reparando non solum com-
mendatione et approbatione sed etiam omnj favore
gratia admonimento [?] dignum esse existit monu-
mentum [?] ... cum nuper accepimus eandem tuam
Reverendissimam dominationem pulcherrimum
quoddam ediﬁcium pro suo posteriumque suorum
usu et commoditate urbisque decoreo novis et ve-
teris lapidibus exornatum in regione sancti Eusta-
chij construere inceperit [?] eademque et[?] pro ea
quandam plateolam que Cardinalis ipsius ediﬁcat et
existit.” I have taken “resitituendo” with “statuas et
alios lapides”; cf. Christian ǠǞǞǠ, Appendix IX.ǧ.
45 Vacca ǟǥǞǢ, ǠǠ; Christian ǠǞǞǦ; Campbell ǠǞǞǢ for
rescue archaeology.
46 Lanciani ǟǧǦǧ–ǠǞǞǠ, i.Ǡǥǡ–ǠǥǢ. On the arch see the
useful summary of LTUR i.ǟǞǟ–ǟǞǠ.
47 E.g. Nagel and Wood ǠǞǟǞ, ǡǟ: “This book argues
that the apprehension of historical artifacts in the
late medieval and early modern period, as well as
the production of new images and buildings, was
built on the following paradox: the possibility that
a material sample of the past could be both an es-
pecially powerful testimony to a distant world and




scavenger-archaeologists removed the most distinctive elements from a particular struc-
ture and installed them elsewhere, they could argue that that structure was preserved.
Perhaps della Valle thought that through his work, the Arcus novus lived on.48 Cer-
tainly when ﬁfty or so years earlier Lorenzo Manlio proclaimed that Rome was being
reborn in her former guise, we should take the sentiment seriously; by building anew,
but with antiquities, ﬁfteenth-century patrons could argue they were recreating the old.
With these arguments, humanist patrons could defend taking material from existing
structures, and, like Manlio, could use ancient material to suggest a continuity with the
past.
More generally, we can see late ﬁfteenth-century collectors trying to match their
new displays to the original function of their objects.49 The display of funerary epitaphs
by Pomponio Leto in Rome and his student Giovanni Pontano in Naples offer inter-
esting examples. Leto collected mainly funerary inscriptions, from which he made a
“little atrium built out of erudite epitaphs”, according to a later account.50 Here he met
his pupils and friends to discuss antiquity, and to recreate some of its rituals. Chris-
tian suggests that he began to conceive of this garden “as a sort of tomb”, or large burial
chamber, from the original function of the objects there included.51 The point here is
strengthened by Leto’s ﬁrst-hand knowledge of ancient burial sites.52 In Naples, Pon-
tano pondered the question of the function of collections, wrote about tombs and in-
scriptions, and included some classical, pagan inscriptions (along with a bone of Livy)
on his Christian, classicizing tempietto that he built in ǟǢǧǟ to house his wife’s tomb.53
Even more than Leto, Pontano tried to ﬁnd an appropriate structure to house his col-
lection, one that he used for meetings of his accademia when he was still alive.54 By
assembling funerary relics in a building containing a modern tomb, he is, perhaps, con-
ceiving of them less as admirable objects from antiquity, and more as remains with an
authority he should honour.
A related issue is the renaissance use of ancient structures to display objects. The
Savelli family housed their collection in the remains of the Theater of Marcellus.
48 See also David Karmon’s comments (Karmon ǠǞǟǟ,
ǟǡǢ) on the reuse of material from the coscia Coli-
sei ruins in the Benediction loggia of the Vatican
and parts of the Palazzo Venezia complex: “Perhaps
structures of this sort, built with material from the
coscia Colisei, could also be conceived of as a kind of
Renaissance preservation measure, as they helped
to perpetuate and preserve the Colosseum in a way
that transcended the physical properties of the ac-
tual building itself.”
49 Bardati ǠǞǟǞ, ǢǠǤ–ǢǡǞ and Riccomini ǟǧǧǣ.
50 Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǟǡǟ.
51 Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǟǢǥ.
52 As well as Leto’s visits to the catacombs, he had
copied several funerary inscriptions from a colum-
barium probably found near his property: see Sten-
house ǠǞǟǟ.
53 For Pontano’s work on magniﬁcence and collect-
ing, see Welch ǠǞǞǠ; on the chapel, Pane ǟǧǥǣ–ǟǧǥǥ
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Fifteenth- and early sixteenth-century observers do not seem to have seen the connec-
tion as especially important or appropriate, nor does the family seem to have exploited
the potential of the building to display their pieces. In ǟǣǟǞ Francesco Albertini men-
tioned the theater without mentioning its owner in his section on ancient Rome, and
then, in the section on cardinals residences in ‘New Rome’, noted that Cardinal Savelli
owned two marble sarcophagi, and the labours of Hercules, and then simply that un-
der the house was “the Theater of Marcellus, most beautifully constructed in the Ionic
and Doric orders, as its remains reveal.”55 Baldassarre Peruzzi’s work on the building
and its foundations after ǟǣǠǣ does not seem to have changed that situation.56 By the
middle of the century, however, as prominent ﬁgures at Rome began to exploit the
possibilities of display in the suburban villas and gardens, they used classical ruins as
the backdrop, or even the housing, for their stone sculpture. When Francesco Soderini
bought the Mausoleum of Augustus, he excavated for statues, and displayed them in
the structure. Flaminia Bardati suggests that Jean du Bellay used the south exedra of
the Baths of Diocletian, which he had acquired in ǟǣǣǢ, to show off his collection.57 In
these later collections, therefore, the creation of gardens for leisure and contemplation
maintained buildings and objects, as well as preserving, in the case of the Baths, the
buildings’ one-time function as a place of relaxed retreat.
ǣ Collections and Christianity
The examples of Leto and Pontano, above, raise the related question of the connection
between these collections and Christianity. As Settis argues, there is a general move in
this period to the desacralization of newly-displayed antiquities: when the popes exhib-
ited a statue of Apollo in the Vatican, they were not encouraging pagan worship. Yet the
process of desacralization was not completely straightforward, either. On the one hand,
suspicion persisted in the sixteenth century about the potentially dangerous idols in the
collections of ecclesiastical grandees; on the other, pagan material remains continued
to be adapted for use in churches. Cardinal Giuliano della Rovere, for example, happily
added an ancient carved eagle to the entrance of Santi Apostoli (Fig. Ǡ), with a new in-
scription announcing that he had it was “saved from so many ruins”.58 He also seems
to have adapted a pagan altar for the church.59 The classical altar, decorated with rams’
55 Albertini ǟǣǟǞ, Gr and [Y iv]r.
56 For Peruzzi, see Tessari ǟǧǧǣ, ǟǠǡ–ǟǡǤ.
57 Bardati ǠǞǟǞ, ǢǠǤ–ǢǡǞ; Dickenson ǟǧǤǞ, ǟǞǠ. For
the site, see Günther ǟǧǧǢ.
58 Magister ǠǞǞǠ, ǢǠǦ; Bober and Rubinstein ǠǞǟǞ,
Ǡǡǥ–ǠǡǦ; Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǡǤǦ. The inscription reads
“TOT RVINIS SERVATAM IVL CAR SIXTI IIII
PONT NEPOS HIC STATVIT”.
59 The altar is now in the Palazzo Altemps. The in-
scription reads “EVCHARISTIAE/ IVL. CAR.
SAX/VM EX VRBI/CA RVINA RE/LICTVM OB
E/LEGANTIAM/ EREXIT”; see Christian ǠǞǟǞ, ǟǥǣ–
ǟǥǤ and Ǡǧǣ, who attributes it to Cesarini.
ǡǧǡ
̧̙̜̜̙̝̑ ̣̤̞̘̟̥̣̕̕
heads, eagles, and a Medusa, includes a renaissance inscription which reads as follows:
‘To the Eucharist. Cardinal Giuliano put this stone up, which was left from the city’s
ruins, for its beauty’. The Giuliano of the inscription is not speciﬁed, and following
Lanciani, it is usually assumed to be Cesarini; Francesco Caglioti argues convincingly,
however, that Lanciani misread a record of the inscription’s site, which should be Santi
Apostoli.60 The language of the inscriptions added to both pagan pieces is certainly sim-
ilar (and mirrors the dedicatory inscription for the restored church as a whole: Giuliano
“restored this church, which had almost collapsed”); perhaps the paired eagles appealed
to the cardinal.61 Whatever its site, the altar’s decoration is not particularly appropriate
for a Christian context, and so we should take the inscription at face value: the elegantia
of the object seems to havemade it an appropriate dedication for a church, in Rome. An-
other earlier example of the ostensible Christianization of pagan remains is the famous
interpretation given by the Santacroce to their classical funerary relief, showing three
freedmen, displayed outside their palazzo.62 Andrea Santacroce seems to have added
the inscriptions: beside the man, there is “HONOR”, beside his wife, “VERITAS”, over
their son, “AMOR”, and then above all three the title “FIDEI SIMVLACRVM”. Phyllis
Williams argued that this was a trinitarian interpretation of the relief, as representation
of Faith connected to the restoration of S Maria in Publicolis.63 A further inscription,
though, makes clear the link between the ‘renovata templa’ and the family’s ‘lares’, the
household spirits of pagan Rome, and it seems that this reinterpreted and adapted relief
provides a sort of bridge between pagan antiquity and the classical present. Christian
suggests that it was placed between the family’s house and the church,64 though origi-
nally it may have been in the house of Andrea, and by the time of Giacomo Santacroce,
in the sixteenth century, it was certainly inside the house.65
There is also some evidence that collectors of pagan antiquities were interested in
early Christian objects. Although a recognizable ﬁeld of early Christian antiquarian in-
vestigation does not really emerge until the seventeenth century, some humanists were
certainly interested in the realia of the early Church at Rome. Maffeo Vegio’s De re-
bus antiquis memorabilibus Basilicae Sancti Petri Romae, written between ǟǢǣǣ and ǟǢǣǥ,
is a good example of the application of the interests of Biondo to Christian remains,
60 Caglioti ǠǞǞǞ, i.ǟǢǥ–ǢǦ n.ǟǦǧ.
61 For the restoration, see Frank ǟǧǧǤ, ǟǟǥ–ǟǠǞ
and Magister ǠǞǞǠ, ǢǠǦ. The inscription read
“SEDENTE SIXTO IIII PONT. MAX./ IUL. CAR.
S. PET. AD. VINC. NEPOS HANC/BASILICAM
PENE COLLABENTEM RESTI/TUIT”.
62 Christian ǠǞǞǡ, ǠǣǦ–Ǡǣǧ.
63 Williams ǟǧǢǞ–ǟǧǢǟ, ǣǠ–ǣǦ; see Wirth ǟǧǦǥ, Ǧǡǟ–
Ǧǡǡ. The inscription, with details of early records, is
edited as CIL VI.Ǣ*b.
64 Fifteenth-century epigraphic collectors stated that
it was “in domo domini Andreae de Sancta Cruce”,
though for the Mazzocchi ǟǣǠǟ, ǟǠǠv, it was suppos-
edly in the same place as another inscription, “Ante
fores Sanctae Mariae in Publicolis statim a sinistris
in quodam pariete”.
65 Vicarelli ǠǞǞǥ, ǥǧ–ǦǞ.
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Fig. Ǡ The porch of Santi Apos-
toli, Rome.
and there is good reason to believe that the expeditions of Leto and friends to the cata-
combs were inspired by pious curiosity.66 Leto’s grotto of inscriptions included Chris-
tian examples, though there is no reason to believe that they were highlighted in any
way. More striking is the collection of a number of Christian inscriptions assembled
by the Millini (or Mellini).67 In ǟǢǥǞ Pietro Millini ﬁnished the restoration of the ora-
tory of S. Croce a Monte Mario, and placed various early Christian inscriptions in the
pavement outside the church.68 The oratory was near their suburban villa, where they
displayed some classical inscriptions; it seems that during construction, they discov-
ered a pre-Constantinian cemetery, and so removed the inscriptions to redisplay them.
They clearly felt that Christian antiquities should be kept distinct from pagan examples.
But if we imagine the experience of visitors to the site (the Millini sponsored scholarly
symposia), it would have been fairly clear who had collected and displayed both sets
of material, and who, therefore, could bask in the prestige that both sets of antiquities
brought. Even as pagan and Christian material was kept distinct, therefore, there are
66 For Vegio see Foffano ǠǞǞǠ, with previous bibliog-
raphy, and the summary in Stinger ǟǧǧǦ, ǟǥǧ–ǟǦǡ.
On Leto, Oryshkevich ǠǞǞǡ, esp. ǡǞǠ.
67 Santolini ǠǞǞǥ; for the family, Corbo ǟǧǧǣ.
68 Santolini ǠǞǞǥ, esp Ǣǡ. Armellini ǟǧǢǠ, ǟǞǡǤ–ǟǞǡǦ
records twenty-four inscriptions; there may origi-
nally have been more, and some of those that sur-
vive may have been added later. See De Rossi ǟǦǧǢ.
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beneﬁts to thinking of the collection of antiquities in toto, as there are to considering
spoliation practices in churches and secular buildings together.
Ǥ The singularity of Rome
Finally, how unusual was the city of Rome in the emergence of collections as a means of
reusing and appropriating antiquities? Because of the wealth of ancient remains under
the city, no other city had anything like the number of collectors. The city’s increasing
wealth and political importance in the late ﬁfteenth and early sixteenth century also
means that it is reasonable to assume that cultural patterns in Rome could have consid-
erable inﬂuence elsewhere. On the other hand, many Italian cities had well-established
traditions of the collection and display of antiquities by the ﬁfteenth century, and so
it would be unwise to search uniquely Roman explanations for changes in collection
and spoliation practice in the city.69 Some time in the early ﬁfteenth century, for ex-
ample, seven heads were placed on the outside of the Palazzo Trinci in Foligno, home
to the city’s seigneurial family; it is fairly clear that the busts were associating their gov-
ernment with the authority of the Roman past.70 When the sarcophagi were placed in
the Campo Santo, in Pisa, they were raised above the ground, apparently in order to
make them more easily seen.71 In Naples, Diomede Carafa planned a palace in ǟǢǢǞs,
which he completed between ǟǢǣǦ and ǟǢǤǣ (roughly contemporary, then, to Andrea
Santacroce in Rome) adorned with antiquities, including in the cortile an ancient col-
umn, placed over an ancient cippus, which Carafa had reinscribed.72 In the courtyard,
Carafa included a welcoming inscription to his guests (hospes), and next to the court-
yard, a small garden including an inscription proclaiming that nymphs lived there. The
use of a welcoming inscription of this sort predates Roman examples, as does the idea
that a garden could be a nymphaeum.73 Carafa’s attitude to the display of antiquities
and the imitation of ancient forms thus appears precocious in comparison with Rome.
Above the gate, though, we learn that the structure was designed ‘for the praise of the
king, and the beauty of the country’ (‘in laudem regis patriaeque decorum’). From that,
at least, we see none of the ambiguous attitudes towards ruling authority that existed in
ﬁfteenth-century Roman noble collections.
In the northern Italian cities, the veneration and display of antiquities became a
means to express the prestige of the town as a whole. This is well-illustrated by proposals
69 In general, Franzoni ǟǧǦǢ, ǡǞǢ–ǡǟǤ.
70 Settis ǟǧǧǡ, ǟǡǥǠ–ǟǡǥǡ; Sensi ǠǞǞǟ; Fiore et al. ǠǞǞǥ.
71 Tolaini ǠǞǞǦ.
72 Divitiis ǠǞǞǥ, Ǣǡ–ǟǡǣ; Divitiis ǠǞǞǦ (who argues for
a local Neapolitan all’antica style).
73 In general, gardens for the display of antiquities re-
mained much more common in Rome than else-
where: see Franzoni ǟǧǦǢ, ǡǟǤ–ǡǠǥ.
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for civic collections of inscriptions in Brescia, Osimo, andReggio Emilia. On ǟǡOctober
ǟǢǦǞ, the comune of Brescia made the following decree:
We have decided, with no one opposing, that the ﬁnished stones recently dis-
covered in the ground and removed to the seat of our commune ... should be
preserved for the public buildings of our community.74
As a result, the inscriptions were preserved, in a wall in the Piazza della Loggia, where
they survive today. In Osimo, various honoriﬁc bases were preserved on the site of the
ancient forum, though the exact means throughwhich this was achieved are not known;
in Reggio Emilia, probably under the inﬂuence of the Brescian example, the commune
decided that various recently-discovered ancient tombs should be placed “in a public
place, so that they could be seen by everyone”, because the civic officials desired “that this
city of Reggio should be adorned with similar antiquities, and so made famous.”75 Un-
fortunately in Reggio, the decree does not seem to have been followed, but the wording
gives a good idea of what was at stake. Antiquities developed the prestige and standing
of the city. In Brescia, the inscriptions were displayed on a secular, communal build-
ing, but in Verona, for example, a classical inscription was placed in the façade of the
church of Santa Maria in Organo, with the following addition: “what carelessness lost,
carefulness restored to antiquity”, dated ǟǢǦǤ.76 This example makes clear the origins
of this form of display. The Brescian collection was described by an eighteenth-century
Brescian as “il più antico Museo pubblico d’Italia”77, perhaps in an effort to efface the
position of the Museo Capitolino in Rome, but as Claudio Franzoni points out, we
should seek medieval precedents for the type of display shown there.78 As in Rome,
medieval spoliation was developed, not abandoned, in early renaissance collections on
the Italian peninsula. We should therefore be cautious of privileging Rome, despite the
wealth of remains there; in the early renaissance, at least, we can see other sites simi-
larly inﬂuenced by humanism. In these cities and in Naples, though, collections seem
to have lacked the political edge that conﬂicts between native and ecclesiastical nobility
brought to Rome.
74 Zamboni ǟǧǥǣ (ǟǥǥǦ), ǡǞ, cited in CIL V.ǟ, ǢǠǥ:
“captum fuit, nemine discrepante, quod lapides lab-
orati nuper sub terra reperti et inde extracti apud
domum communis nostri... conservari debeant
pro fabricis publicis communitatis nostrae”. For the
wider context of this decree, see Bowd ǠǞǟǞ, ǦǦ–ǧǞ.
75 Franzoni ǟǧǧǧ, Ǣǡ: “cupientes hanc civitatem Regi-
nam similibus vetustatibus ornari etiam et celebrem
reddi, omnes unanimiter … providerunt et ordi-
naverunt quod infrascripti cives ... curent dicta
sepulcra haberi in com(muni) (?) et reduci in hac
civitate et collocari in aliquo publico loco ...”
76 Franzoni ǟǧǦǢ, ǡǣǡ: “QVOD INCVRIA PER-
DIDERAT DILIGENTIA ANTIQVITATI
RESTITVIT MCCCCLXXXXVI”.
77 Zamboni ǟǧǥǣ, ǡǟ.
78 Franzoni ǟǧǦǢ, ǡǣǢ: “questo uso medievale non
viene scartato con l’arrivo delle correnti umanis-
tiche, ma viene reinterpretato, prima isolatamente
ed ancora in un ediﬁcio di culto... poi in un serie
di costruzioni civili e secondo un programma piú
vasto, nella piazza di Brescia.” For these collections




If we conceive, therefore, of early renaissance collectors as reusing, or redeploying an-
tiquities, and so place them within a tradition of spoliation, we gain new perspectives
on their relationships with the ancient, medieval, and contemporary city of Rome, and
particularly on the ways owners understood and presented their places within the city.
The images of collecting that Settis and Christian present conﬁrm that antiquities could
have a living political charge in the later ﬁfteenth century. Even as they became ‘art ob-
jects’ in the sixteenth, owners’ canny exploitation of their status both as public records
of a glorious past and as glorious private possessions meant that they retained important
social and political functions. Early renaissance collections are not sui generis, or the ﬁrst
steps in the progression to modern museums, but part of a much longer history of the




Francesco Albertini. Opusculum de mirabilibus novae
et veteris urbis Romae. Roma: G. Mazzocchi, ǟǣǟǞ.
Armellini ǟǧǢǠ
Mariano Armellini. Le chiese di Roma dal secolo IV al
XIX. Roma: Ruffolo, ǟǧǢǠ.
Bardati ǠǞǟǞ
Flaminia Bardati. “Between the King and the Pope:
French Cardinals in Rome (ǟǢǧǣ–ǟǣǤǞ)”. Urban
History ǡǥ (ǠǞǟǞ), Ǣǟǧ–Ǣǡǡ.
Bober and Rubinstein ǠǞǟǞ
Phyllis Pray Bober and Ruth Rubinstein. Renais-
sance Artists and Antique Sculpture: A Handbook of
Sources. Second Edition, Revised and Updated.
London: Harvey Miller, ǠǞǟǞ.
Boissard ǟǣǧǥ–ǟǤǞǠ
Jean-Jacques Boissard. Antiquitatum libri. Vol. ǟ–Ǥ.
Frankfurt a.M., ǟǣǧǥ–ǟǤǞǠ.
Bosman ǠǞǞǢ
Lex Bosman. The Power of Tradition. Spolia in the
Architecture of St. Peter’s in the Vatican. Hilversum:
Uitgeverij Verloren, ǠǞǞǢ.
Bowd ǠǞǟǞ
Stephen Bowd. Venice’s Most Loyal City: Civic Iden-
tity in Renaissance Brescia. Cambridge, Mass. and
London: Harvard University Press, ǠǞǟǞ.
Brown ǟǧǦǤ
Deborah Brown. “The Apollo Belvedere and the
Garden of Giuliano Della Rovere at SS. Apostoli”.
Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes Ǣǧ
(ǟǧǦǤ), Ǡǡǣ–ǠǡǦ.
Brummer ǟǧǥǞ
Hans Henrik Brummer. The Statue Court in the Vat-
ican Belvedere. Acta Universitatis Stockholmiensis:
Stockholm Studies in History of Art ǠǞ. Stock-
holm: Almqvist & Wiksell, ǟǧǥǞ.
Buddensieg ǟǧǦǡ
Tilmann Buddensieg. “Die Statuenstiftung Sixtus’
IV. im Jahre ǟǢǥǟ. Von den heidnischen Götzen-
bildern am Lateran zu den Ruhmeszeichen des
römischen Volkes auf dem Kapitol”. Römisches
Jahrbuch für Kunstgeschichte ǠǞ (ǟǧǦǡ), ǡǡ–ǥǡ.
Cafà ǠǞǟǞ
Valeria Cafà. “The Via Papalis in Early Cinque-
cento Rome: A Contested Space Between Ro-
man Families and Curials”. Urban History ǡǥ
(ǠǞǟǞ), ǢǡǢ–Ǣǣǟ.
Caglioti ǠǞǞǞ
Francesco Caglioti. Donatello e i Medici: Storia del
David e della Giuditta. Vol. ǟ–Ǡ. Studi Fondazione
Carlo Marchi ǟǢ. Firenze: Olschki, ǠǞǞǞ.
Campbell ǠǞǞǢ
Ian Campbell. “Rescue Archaeology in the Re-
naissance”. In Archives and Excavations. Essays on
the History of Archaeological Excavations in Rome
and Southern Italy from the Renaissance to the Nine-
teenth Century. Ed. by I. Bignamini. Archaeological
Monographs of the British School at Rome ǟǢ.
London: British School at Rome, ǠǞǞǢ, ǟǡ–ǠǠ.
Cavallaro ǠǞǞǥ
Anna Cavallaro. Collezioni di antichità a Roma tra
’ǢǞǞ e ’ǣǞǞ, Rome. Studi sulla cultura dell’antico Ǥ.
Roma: De Luca, ǠǞǞǥ.
Christian ǠǞǞǠ
Kathleen Wren Christian. “From Ancestral Cults
to Art: The Santacroce Collection of Antiquities”.
In Senso delle rovine e riusi dell’Antico. Ed. by W.
Cupperi. Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore
di Pisa, Serie IV, Quaderni ǟǢ. Pisa: Scuola Nor-
male Superiore, ǠǞǞǠ, Ǡǣǣ–ǠǥǠ.
Christian ǠǞǞǡ
Kathleen Wren Christian. The Birth of Antiquities
Collections in Rome, ǟǢǣǞ–ǟǣǡǞ. University Micro-





Kathleen Wren Christian. “Instauratio and Pietas:
The Della Valle Collections of Ancient Sculpture”.
In Collecting Sculpture in Early Modern Europe. Ed.
by N. Penny and E. Schmidt. Studies in the His-
tory of Art ǥǞ. New Haven: Yale University Press,
ǠǞǞǦ, ǡǡ–Ǥǣ.
Christian ǠǞǟǞ
Kathleen Wren Christian. Empire Without End:
Antiquities Collections in Renaissance Rome, c. ǟǡǣǞ–
ǟǣǠǥ. New Haven: Yale University Press, ǠǞǟǞ.
Coffin ǟǧǦǠ
David Coffin. “The Lex Hortorum and Access to
Gardens of Latium During the Renaissance”. Jour-
nal of Garden History Ǡ (ǟǧǦǠ), ǠǞǟ–ǠǡǠ.
Corbo ǟǧǧǣ
Anna Maria Corbo. “La committenza nelle
famiglie romane a metà del secolo XV: il caso di
Pietro Millini”. In Arte, committenza et economia
a Roma e nelle corti del Rinascimento (ǟǢǠǞ–ǟǣǡǞ).
Atti del Convegno Internazionale Roma ǠǢ–Ǡǥ ottobre
ǟǧǧǞ. Ed. by A. Esch and Ch. L. Frommel. Torino:
Einaudi, ǟǧǧǣ, ǟǠǟ–ǟǣǡ.
De Rossi ǟǦǧǢ
Giovanni Battista De Rossi. “Cimitero sotterra-
neo di ignoto nome sul Monte Mario”. Bullettino di
Archeologica Cristiana serie V, anno Ǣ (ǟǦǧǢ), ǟǡǡ–
ǟǢǤ.
Di Teodoro ǟǧǧǢ
Francesco Di Teodoro. Raffaello, Baldassar Cas-
tiglione e la “Lettera a Leone X”: “. ..con lo aiutto tuo
mi sforcerò vendicare dalla morte quel poco che resta...”
Rapporti della Soprintendenza per i Beni Artistici
e Storici per le Province di Bologna, Ferrara, Forli
e Ravenna ǥǠ. Bologna: Nuova Alfa Ed, ǟǧǧǢ.
Dickenson ǟǧǤǞ
Gladys Dickenson. Du Bellay in Rome. Leiden: Brill,
ǟǧǤǞ.
Divitiis ǠǞǞǥ
Bianca de Divitiis. Architettura e committenza nella
Napoli del Quattrocento. Venezia: Marsilio, ǠǞǞǥ.
Divitiis ǠǞǞǦ
Bianca de Divitiis. “Building in Local all’antica
Style: The Palace of Diomede Carafa in Naples”.
Art History ǡǟ (ǠǞǞǦ), ǣǞǣ–ǣǠǠ.
Divitiis ǠǞǟǞ
Bianca de Divitiis. “Giovanni Pontano and his Idea
of Patronage”. In Some Degree of Happiness. Studi
di storia dell’architettura in onore di Howard Burns.
Ed. by M. Beltramini and C. Elam. Pisa: Ed. della
Normale, ǠǞǟǞ, ǟǞǥ–ǟǡǟ.
Elam ǟǧǧǠ
Caroline Elam. “Lorenzo de’Medici’s Sculpture
Garden”. Mitteilungen des Kunsthistorischen Institutes
in Florenz ǡǤ (ǟǧǧǠ), Ǣǟ–Ǧǡ.
Falguières ǟǧǦǦ
Patricia Falguières. “La cité ﬁctive. Les collections
de cardinaux, à Rome, au XVIe siècle”. In Les Car-
rache et les décors profanes. Actes du Colloque organisé
par l’École française de Rome (Rome, Ǡ–Ǣ octobre ǟǧǦǤ).
Collection de l’École Française de Rome ǟǤǟ.
Roma: École Française de Rome, ǟǧǦǦ, Ǡǟǣ–ǡǡǡ.
Fancelli ǠǞǞǣ
Paolo Fancelli. “Le rovine tra spolia e restauri”. In
La Roma di Leon Battista Alberti: Umanisti, architetti
e artisti alla scoperta dell’antico nella città del Quattro-
cento. Ed. by F. P. Fiore and A. Nesselrath. Milano:
Skira, ǠǞǞǣ, ǣǥ–Ǥǥ.
Federici ǠǞǞǠ
Fabrizio Federici. “Veterum signa tanquam spo-
lia”. In Senso delle rovine e riusi dell’Antico. Ed. by
W. Cupperi. Annali della Scuola Normale Supe-
riore di Pisa, Serie IV, Quaderni ǟǢ. Pisa: Scuola
Normale Superiore, ǠǞǞǠ, Ǡǥǡ–ǠǦǢ.
Fiore et al. ǠǞǞǥ
Camilla Fiore et al. “Le lettere e le arti al servizio
del signore: la committenza di Ugolino III per il
palazzo Trinci di Foligno”. Ricerche di storia dell’arte
ǧǟ–ǧǠ (ǠǞǞǥ), ǥ–ǢǠ.
Foffano ǠǞǞǠ
Tino Foffano. “Il ‘De rebus antiquis memora-
bibus basilicae Sancti Petri’ di Maffeo Vegio e i
primordi dell’agiograﬁa Cristiana”. In Il sacro nel
Rinascimento. Atti del XII Convegno internazionale
di Chianciano-Pienza, ǟǥ–ǠǞ luglio ǠǞǞǞ. Ed. by L.
Secchi Tarugi. Firenze: Cesati, ǠǞǞǠ, ǥǟǧ–ǥǠǧ.
ǢǞǞ
̢̖̟̝ ̣̠̟̜̙̑ ̤̟ ̟̜̜̤̙̟̞̣̓̓̕ ̙̞ ̤̘̕ ̢̟̝̞̑ ̢̞̙̣̣̞̑̑̓̕̕
Franceschini ǟǧǦǤ
Michele Franceschini. “La magistratura capitolina
e la tutela delle antichità di Roma nel XVI secolo”.
Archivio della Società Romana di storia patria ǟǞǧ
(ǟǧǦǤ), ǟǢǟ–ǟǣǞ.
Frank ǟǧǧǤ
Isabelle Frank. “Cardinal Giuliano della Rovere
and Melozzo da Forli at SS. Apostoli”. Zeitschrift für
Kunstgeschichte ǣǧ (ǟǧǧǤ), ǧǥ–ǟǠǠ.
Franzoni ǟǧǦǢ
Claudio Franzoni. “”Rimembranze d’inﬁnite cose”.
Le collezioni rinascimentali di antichità”. In Memo-
ria dell’antico nell’arte Italiana, vol. ǟ: L’ uso dei clas-
sici. Ed. by S. Settis. Torino: Enaudi, ǟǧǦǢ, ǠǧǦ–
ǡǤǞ.
Franzoni ǟǧǧǟ
Claudio Franzoni. “Ancora sul museo di Francesco
Gualdi (ǟǣǥǤ–ǟǤǣǥ)”. Annali dell’Istituto storico italo-
germanico in Trento ǟǥ (ǟǧǧǟ), ǣǤǟ–ǣǥǠ.
Franzoni ǟǧǧǧ
Claudio Franzoni. Il “Portico dei marmi”: Le prime
collezioni a Reggio Emilia e la nascita del Museo Civico.
Documenti per la storia delle arti, dell’archeologia
e delle scienze a Reggio Emilia ǥ. Reggio Emilia:
Civici Musei, ǟǧǧǧ.
Franzoni ǠǞǞǟ
Claudio Franzoni. “”Vrbe Roma in pristinam for-
mam renascente”. Le antichità di Roma durante il
Rinascimento”. In Roma del Rinascimento. Ed. by A.
Pinelli. Roma: Laterza, ǠǞǞǟ, Ǡǧǟ–ǡǡǤ.
Franzoni and Tempesta ǟǧǧǠ
Claudio Franzoni and Alessandro Tempesta. “Il
museo di Francesco Gualdi nella Roma del Sei-
cento tra raccolta private ed esposizione pubblica”.
Bollettino d’Arte ǥǡ (ǟǧǧǠ), ǟ–ǢǠ.
Frommel ǟǧǥǡ
Christoph Luitpold Frommel. Der Römische Palast-
bau der Hochrenaissance. Vol. ǟ–ǡ. Tübingen: Was-
muth, ǟǧǥǡ.
Gramaccini ǟǧǧǤ
Norberto Gramaccini. Mirabilia: Das Nachleben an-
tiker Statuen vor der Renaissance. Mainz: Philipp von
Zabern, ǟǧǧǤ.
Günther ǟǧǧǢ
Hubertus Günther. “‚Insana aediﬁcia thermarum
nomine extructa‘. Die Diokletianssthermen in
der Sicht der Renaissance”. In Hülle und Fülle.
Festschrift für Tilmann Buddensieg. Ed. by A. Beyer.
Alfter: VDG, Verl. und Datenbank für Geisteswis-
senschaften, ǟǧǧǢ, Ǡǣǟ–ǠǦǡ.
Hart and Hicks ǠǞǞǤ
Vaughan Hart and Peter Hicks. Palladio’s Rome: A
Translation of Andrea Palladio’s Two Guidebooks to
Rome. New Haven: Yale University Press, ǠǞǞǤ.
Hülsen ǟǧǟǥ
Christian Hülsen. Römische Antikengärten des XVI.
Jahrhunderts. Abhandlungen der Heidelberger
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-
Historische Klasse Ǣ. Heidelberg: Carl Winter,
ǟǧǟǥ.
Karmon ǠǞǟǟ
David Karmon. The Ruin of the Eternal City: Antiq-
uity and Preservation in Renaissance Rome. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, ǠǞǟǟ.
Koortbojian ǠǞǟǟ
Michael Koortbojian. “Renaissance Spolia and
Renaissance Antiquity (one neighborhood, three
cases)”. In Reuse Value: Spolia and Appropriation
in Art and Architecture, from Constantine to Sherrie
Levine. Ed. by R. Brilliant and D. Kinney. Ashgate:
Farnham, ǠǞǟǟ, ǟǢǧ–ǟǤǣ.
Lanciani ǟǧǦǧ–ǠǞǞǠ
Rodolfo Amadeo Lanciani. Storia degli scavi di
Roma e notizie intorno le collezioni Romane di an-
tichità. Vol. ǟ–ǥ. New Edition. Roma: Quasar,
ǟǧǦǧ–ǠǞǞǠ.
Lansford ǠǞǞǧ
Tyler Lansford. The Latin Inscriptions of Rome: A
Walking Guide. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, ǠǞǞǧ.
Magister ǟǧǧǦ
Sarah Magister. “Pomponio Leto collezionista di
antichità. Note sulla tradizione manoscritta di una
raccolta epigraﬁca nella Roma del tardo Quattro-




Sarah Magister. “Censimento delle collezioni di
antichità a Roma (ǟǢǥǟ–ǟǣǞǡ): addenda”. Xenia
antiqua ǟǞ (ǠǞǞǟ), ǟǟǡ–ǟǣǢ.
Magister ǠǞǞǠ
Sarah Magister. Arte e politica: La collezione di anti-
chità del Cardinale Giuliano Della Rovere nei Palazzi
ai Santi Apostoli. Atti della Accademia nazionale
dei Lincei, Memorie, Classe di scienze morali,
storiche e ﬁlologiche, ser. ǧ, v. ǟǢ, fasc. Ǣ. Roma:
Accad. Nazionale dei Lincei, ǠǞǞǠ.
Mazzocchi ǟǣǠǟ
Giacomo Mazzocchi, ed. Epigrammata Antiquae
Urbis. Roma: Mazochii, ǟǣǠǟ.
Michalsky ǠǞǞǣ
Tanja Michalsky. “”Conivges in vita concordissi-
mos ne mors qvidem ipsa disivnxit”: Zur Rolle der
Frau im genealogischen System neapolitanischer
Sepulkralplastik”. Marburger Jahrbuch für Marburger
Jahrbuch für Kunstwissenschaft ǡǠ (ǠǞǞǣ), ǥǡ–ǧǟ.
Miglio ǠǞǞǡ
Massimo Miglio. “Precedenti ed esiti
dell’antiquaria romana del Quattrocento”. In An-
tiquaria a Roma. Intorno a Pomponio Leto e Paolo II.
Ed. by M. Miglio and P. Farenga. Roma: Roma nel
Rinascimento, ǠǞǞǡ, ix–xli.
Minasi ǠǞǞǥ
Mara Minasi. “Passione politica e travestimento
dell’antico: La collezione antiquaria della famiglia
Porcari”. In Collezioni di antichità a Roma tra ’ǢǞǞ e
’ǣǞǞ, Rome. Ed. by A. Cavallaro. Studi sulla cultura
dell’antico Ǥ. Rome: De Luca, ǠǞǞǥ, Ǧǡ–ǟǞǡ.
Modigliani ǟǧǧǢ
Anna Modigliani. I Porcari: Storie di una famiglia
romana tra Medioevo e Rinascimento. Roma: Roma
nel Rinascimento, ǟǧǧǢ.
Nagel and Wood ǠǞǟǞ
Alexander Nagel and Christopher S. Wood.
Anachronic Renaissance. New York: Zone Books,
ǠǞǟǞ.
Oryshkevich ǠǞǞǡ
Irina Oryshkevich. The History of the Roman Cata-
combs from the Age of Constantine to the Renaissance.
PhD thesis. Ann Arbor: Columbia University,
ǠǞǞǡ.
Pane ǟǧǥǣ–ǟǧǥǥ
Roberto Pane. Il Rinascimento nell’Italia meridionale.
Vol. ǟ–Ǡ. Studi e documenti die storia dell’arte ǟǞ.
Milano: Ed. di Comunità, ǟǧǥǣ–ǟǧǥǥ.
Paoluzzi ǠǞǞǥ
Maria Paoluzzi. “La famiglia della Valle e l’origine
della collezione dell’antichità”. In Collezioni di
antichità a Roma tra ’ǢǞǞ e ’ǣǞǞ, Rome. Ed. by A.
Cavallaro. Studi sulla cultura dell’antico Ǥ. Roma:
De Luca, ǠǞǞǥ, ǟǢǥ–ǟǦǤ.
Pommier ǠǞǞǟ
Édouard Pommier. “Notes sur le jardin dans la
littérature artistique de la Renaissance italienne”.
In Histoires de jardins: Lieux et imaginaire. Ed. by
J. Pigeaud and J. Barbe. Paris: Presses Univ. de
France, ǠǞǞǟ, ǟǠǥ–ǟǢǞ.
Riccomini ǟǧǧǣ
Anna Maria Riccomini. “A Garden of Statues and
Marbles: The Soderini Collection in the Mau-
soleum of Augustus”. Journal of the Warburg and
Courtauld Institutes ǣǦ (ǟǧǧǣ), ǠǤǣ–ǠǦǢ.
Santolini ǠǞǞǥ
Sandro Santolini. “Pietro e Mario Millini fonda-
tori di una dinastia di collezioni antiquari”. In
Collezioni di antichità a Roma tra ’ǢǞǞ e ’ǣǞǞ, Rome.
Ed. by A. Cavallaro. Studi sulla cultura dell’antico
Ǥ. Rome: De Luca, ǠǞǞǥ, ǡǧ–ǤǠ.
Satzinger ǟǧǧǤ
Georg Satzinger. “Spolien in der römischen Ar-
chitektur des Quattrocento”. In Antike Spolien in der
Architektur des Mittelalters und der Renaissance. Ed. by
J. Poeschke. München: Hirmer, ǟǧǧǤ, ǠǢǧ–ǠǥǤ.
Schoﬁeld ǟǧǦǞ
Richard Schoﬁeld. “Giovanni da Tolentino goes to
Rome: A Description of the Antiquities of Rome
in ǟǢǧǞ”. Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Insti-
tutes Ǣǡ (ǟǧǦǞ), ǠǢǤ–ǠǣǤ.
Sensi ǠǞǞǟ
Luigi Sensi. “Aurea quondam Roma”. In Il Palazzo
Trinci di Foligno. Ed. by G. Benazzi and F. F.
Mancini. Perugia: Quattroemme, ǠǞǞǟ, Ǡǟǥ–ǠǠǟ.
ǢǞǠ
̢̖̟̝ ̣̠̟̜̙̑ ̤̟ ̟̜̜̤̙̟̞̣̓̓̕ ̙̞ ̤̘̕ ̢̟̝̞̑ ̢̞̙̣̣̞̑̑̓̕̕
Settis ǟǧǦǤ
Salvatore Settis. “Continuità, distanza, conoscenza:
tre usi dell’antico”. In Memoria dell’antico nell’arte
Italiana, vol. ǡ: Dalla tradizione all’archeologia. Ed. by
S. Settis. Torino: Enaudi, ǟǧǦǤ, iii, ǡǥǡ–ǢǦǤ.
Settis ǟǧǧǡ
Salvatore Settis. “Des ruines au musée. La des-
tinée de la sculpture classique”. Annales: Économies,
Sociétés, Civilisations ǢǦ, no. Ǥ (ǟǧǧǡ), ǟǡǢǥ–ǟǡǦǞ.
Settis ǠǞǞǟ
Salvatore Settis. Sopravvivenza dell’antichità. Trenta-
pagine ǣ. Padova: Imprimitur, ǠǞǞǟ.
Settis ǠǞǞǦ
Salvatore Settis. “Collecting Ancient Sculpture:
The Beginnings”. In Collecting Sculpture in Early
Modern Europe. Ed. by N. Penny and E. Schmidt.
Studies in the History of Art ǥǞ. New Haven: Yale
University Press, ǠǞǞǦ, ǟǠ–ǡǟ.
Settis ǟǧǦǢ–ǟǧǦǤ
Salvatore Settis. Memoria dell’antico nell’arte italiana.
Vol. ǟ–ǡ. Torino: Enaudi, ǟǧǦǢ–ǟǧǦǤ.
Smith ǟǧǧǠ
Christine H. Smith. Architecture in the Culture of
Early Humanism: Ethics, Aesthetics, and Eloquence,
ǟǢǞǞ–ǟǢǥǞ. New York: Oxford University Press,
ǟǧǧǠ.
Stenhouse ǠǞǞǣ
William Stenhouse. “Visitors, Display, and Recep-
tion in the Antiquity Collections of Late Renais-
sance Rome”. Renaissance Quarterly ǢǦ (ǠǞǞǣ), ǡǧǥ–
ǢǡǢ.
Stenhouse ǠǞǟǟ
William Stenhouse. “Pomponio Leto and Inscrip-
tions: New Evidence from the Folger Shakespeare
Library”. In Mantova e il Rinascimento Italiano: Studi
in onore di David S. Chamber. Ed. by P. Jackson and
G. Rebecchini. Mantova: Sometti, ǠǞǟǟ, Ǡǡǧ–ǠǣǞ.
Stenhouse ǠǞǟǢ
William Stenhouse. “Roman antiquities and the
emergence of Renaissance civic collections”. Journal
of the History of Collections ǠǤ (ǠǞǟǢ), ǟǡǟ–ǟǢǢ.
Stinger ǟǧǧǦ
Charles L. Stinger. The Renaissance in Rome. Bloom-
ington: Indiana University Press, ǟǧǧǦ.
Tessari ǟǧǧǣ
Cristiano Tessari. Baldassarre Peruzzi: Il progetto
dell’antico. Documenti di archittetura ǦǠ. Milano:
Electa, ǟǧǧǣ.
Tolaini ǠǞǞǦ
Emilio Tolaini. “Pisa. Quando i sarcofagi en-
trarono in Campo Santo”. Critica d’arte Ǧ. Ser. ǥǞ,
ǡǡ/ǡǢ (ǠǞǞǦ), ǣǟ–ǣǤ.
Tucci ǠǞǞǟ
Pier Luigi Tucci. Laurentius Manlius: La riscoperta
dell’antica Roma, la nuova Roma di Sisto IV. Roma:
Ed. Quasar, ǠǞǞǟ.
Vacca ǟǥǞǢ
Flaminio Vacca. Memorie di varie antichità, in: Fami-
ano Nardini, Roma antica. Roma: Carlo Fea, ǟǥǞǢ.
Vasari ǟǧǥǧ
Giorgio Vasari. Lives of the Most Eminent Painters,
Sculptors, and Architects. Vol. ǟ–ǡ. Translated by
Gaston du C. de Vere. New York, ǟǧǥǧ.
Vicarelli ǠǞǞǥ
Francesca Vicarelli. “La collezione di antichità
della famiglia Santacroce”. In Collezioni di antichità
a Roma tra ’ǢǞǞ e ’ǣǞǞ, Rome. Ed. by A. Cavallaro.
Studi sulla cultura dell’antico Ǥ. Roma: De Luca,
ǠǞǞǥ, Ǥǡ–ǦǠ.
Weiss ǟǧǦǦ
Roberto Weiss. The Renaissance Discovery of Classical
Antiquity. Ǡnd ed. Oxford: Blackwell, ǟǧǦǦ.
Welch ǠǞǞǠ
Evelyn Welch. “Public Magniﬁcence and Private
Display”. Journal of Design History ǟǣ (ǠǞǞǠ), Ǡǟǟ–
ǠǠǟ.
Williams ǟǧǢǞ–ǟǧǢǟ
Phyllis L. Williams. “Two Roman Reliefs in Re-
naissance Disguise”. Journal of the Warburg and Cour-
tauld Institutes Ǣ (ǟǧǢǞ–ǟǧǢǟ), Ǣǥ–ǤǤ.
Wirth ǟǧǦǥ
Karl-August Wirth. “Fides III: “Fidei simulacrum”
(und “Fidei aymbolum”)”. In Reallexikon zur
deutschen Kunstgeschichte VIII, ǥ. Ed. by O. Schmitt.
München: Beck, ǟǧǦǥ, Ǧǡǟ–Ǧǥǣ.
Zamboni ǟǧǥǣ
Baldassarre Zamboni. Memorie intorno alle pubbliche
fabbriche più insigni della città di Brescia. First edition




1 Photo: Benjamin Paul. 2 Photo: William Sten-
house.
WILLIAM STENHOUSE
William Stenhouse is an Associate Professor of
History at Yeshiva University, New York. He works
on the early modern reception of ancient antiqui-
ties, and particularly inscriptions. He is the author
of the volume on Inscriptions in the Catalogue
raisonné of the dal Pozzo Paper Museum (ǠǞǞǠ)
and of Reading Inscriptions, Writing Ancient History:




ǣǞǞ West ǟǦǣth St, New York, NY ǟǞǞǡǡ, USA
E-Mail: stenhous@yu.edu
ǢǞǢ
stefan altekamp, Dr. phil. (Münster 1989), Habilita-
tion (Berlin 1998), Klassischer Archäologe, Privatdozent 
am Institut für Archäologie, Humboldt-Universität zu 
Berlin. Forschungsinteressen: Frühgriechische Architek-
tur, Archäologie Nordafrikas, Archäologie-Geschichte, 
public archaeology.
carmen marcks-jacobs, Dr. phil. (Köln 2005), 
Klassische Archäologin, 2008 – 2011 wissenscha
 liche 
Mitarbeiterin des Exzellenzclusters Topoi, seit 2011 
Koordinatorin der Berlin Graduate School of  Ancient 
Studies an der Humboldt-Universität zu  Berlin. 
 Forschungsinteressen: Archäologie der Iberischen 
Halbinsel, römische Skulptur, Antikenrezeption und 
Sammlungsschichte.
peter seiler Dr. phil. (Heidelberg 1989), Habilitation 
(Berlin 2001), Kunsthistoriker, Privatdozent am Institut 
für Kunst- und Bildgeschichte, Humboldt-Universität 
zu Berlin. Forschungsschwerpunkte: Bildkünste des 
Mittelalters und der Frühen Neuzeit in Italien, 
Theorie und Praxis der Antikenrezeptionsforschung, 
Geschichte kunsthistorischer Bildkompetenzen.
In der Reihe berlin studies of the ancient world
 erscheinen Monographien und  Sammelbände  aller 
alter tumswissenscha
 lichen Disziplinen. 
Die  Publikationen gehen aus der  Arbeit des Exzellenz-
clusters Topoi. The Formation and Transformation of Space 
and Knowledge in Ancient  Civilizations hervor, einem 
Forschungsverbund der Freien Universität Berlin und 
der Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin sowie den Partner-
institutionen Berlin-Brandenburgische  Akademie der 
Wissenscha
 en,  Deutsches Archäolo gisches Institut, 
Max-Planck-Institut für Wissenscha
 sgeschichte und 
Sti
 ung Preußischer Kulturbesitz. 
Die Reihe ist  Bestandteil der Publikations plattform 
 Edition Topoi. Alle Bände der Reihe sind  elektronisch 
unter  www. edition-topoi.org verfügbar.
ISBN  978 - 3 -98 16384 -3 - 1
40berlin studies of  the ancient world
www.edition-topoi.org
